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free speech and censorship when, in 
fact, it would hamstring our Federal 
officials. 

This amendment adds dangerous 
changes to the bill that would make it 
even more difficult for our Federal offi-
cials to do their job. 

I am opposed to the amendment, and 
I am strongly opposed to the bill itself. 

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chair, I yield myself 
the balance of my time. 

By voting ‘‘yes’’ on Amendment 10, 
Members are reaffirming their commit-
ment to transparency and government 
accountability. If my amendment 
passes, along with the underlying bill, 
the American people will be more well- 
informed of violations of the under-
lying bill. 

In closing, I urge Members to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on my amendment and the un-
derlying bill. 

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. STANSBURY. Mr. Chair, I think 
we have well established that not only 
the premise of this bill, but many of 
the requirements in it, are dangerous 
for our Federal law enforcement, dan-
gerous to our constitutional rights, 
dangerous to the American people, and 
dangerous to our national security and 
our electoral system. 

Yet, the way it is being proposed to 
the American people is that it will de-
fend their rights and their rights to 
speak freely under the First Amend-
ment. 

During our markup of this bill, we 
talked about gaslighting. Gaslighting 
is the act of when somebody in author-
ity actually makes you believe you are 
crazy because the truth of what is oc-
curring is actually the opposite. 

This bill is a dangerous gaslighting of 
the American people. We will not stand 
for it. It is dangerous to our democ-
racy. It is dangerous to our elections, 
and it is dangerous for the people of 
this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. ROUZER). The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
ROSE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 

the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
AMODEI) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
ROUZER, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 140) to amend title 5, 
United States Code, to prohibit Federal 
employees from advocating for censor-
ship of viewpoints in their official ca-
pacity, and for other purposes, and, 
pursuant to House Resolution 199, he 

reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. LANDSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

a motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Landsman of Ohio moves to recom-

mit the bill H.R. 140 to the Committee on 
Oversight and Accountability. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 2(b) of rule XIX, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to recommit. 

The question is on the motion to re-
commit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LANDSMAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF THE RULE 
SUBMITTED BY THE DEPART-
MENT OF THE ARMY, CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE AND THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 199, I 
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
27) providing for congressional dis-
approval under chapter 8 of title 5, 
United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of the 
Army, Corps of Engineers, Department 
of Defense and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency relating to ‘‘Revised 
Definition of ‘Waters of the United 
States’ ’’, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 199, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 27 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of the Army, Corps of Engineers, De-
partment of Defense and the Environmental 
Protection Agency relating to ‘‘Revised Defi-
nition of ‘Waters of the United States’ ’’ (88 
Fed. Reg. 3004 (January 18, 2023)), and such 
rule shall have no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
joint resolution shall be debatable for 1 
hour, equally divided and controlled by 
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure or their re-
spective designees. 

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
GRAVES) and the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. LARSEN) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res. 
27. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to rise in 
support of H.J. Res. 27, which I intro-
duced, to negate an ill-timed and ill- 
conceived rule coming out of the Biden 
administration which, if Congress fails 
to act, will go into effect later this 
month. 

The Clean Water Act is landmark 
legislation that was signed into law 50 
years ago that has greatly improved 
the health of the Nation’s waters. 

Unfortunately, we have consistently 
seen increasingly expansive interpreta-
tions of the Clean Water Act result in 
the implementation of a flawed and 
overreaching water policy. This has 
hindered our ability to achieve the 
Clean Water Act’s true underlying 
water quality goals. 

There is no clearer example of this 
overreach than the debate over the def-
inition of waters of the United States, 
or WOTUS. 

Decades of agency interpretation and 
misinterpretations have created uncer-
tainty for rural communities, for farm-
ers, for ranchers, for businesses and in-
dustries who rely on clean water. 

Although the 2020 Navigable Waters 
Protection Rule finally provided long- 
awaited clarity on the scope of 
WOTUS, the new administration de-
cided to unravel the water protection 
rule and attempt to replace it, once 
again, creating confusion and chaos. 

The definition of WOTUS matters to 
the everyday lives of people all over 
the country, including in my district. 

For instance, I have a constituent 
who wanted to build a pond on his 
property and had received local and 
State permits to do just that. But then 
the Army Corps of Engineers, they 
stepped in and they said he would have 
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to spend $165,000 in environmental 
mitigation. This is absolutely out-
rageous. 

Returning to a more costly, burden-
some, and broad WOTUS definition 
could have a massive impact on local 
communities and Americans’ ability to 
do their jobs and manage their own pri-
vate property. 

I urge support of this joint resolution 
to stop this burdensome and over-
reaching WOTUS rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Clean water is a human right, and 
the health and safety of our commu-
nities and the success of our economy 
depend upon it. 

House Democrats stand for clean 
water, and today, I rise to oppose H.J. 
Res. 27. 

Last Congress, we passed a bipar-
tisan, once-in-a-generation investment 
in our Nation’s infrastructure through 
the bipartisan infrastructure law, in-
vesting almost $13 billion in clean 
water infrastructure upgrades and cre-
ating jobs in communities across this 
country. 

The BIL showed what Congress can 
do when we focus on the needs of Amer-
ican families. Yet, instead of putting 
people over pollution, this CRA does 
the opposite. 

Now, my State of Washington is de-
fined by its clean water, including the 
health of the Puget Sound and the hun-
dreds of lakes and thousands of miles 
of rivers and streams throughout the 
State. 

My constituents know that rivers, 
streams, and wetlands, are intrinsi-
cally connected. Pollution that starts 
in one body of water does not stay put. 

House Democrats believe we can pro-
tect clean water, while providing cer-
tainty to businesses, to farmers, to 
Americans who depend upon clean 
water for their lives and livelihoods. 

This is especially true for the 117 mil-
lion Americans who depend on smaller 
streams as a source of their drinking 
water at a time when many States are 
facing historic droughts. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle say they want clean water 
rules that are simple, clear and easy to 
follow. I want that, too. 

The Biden administration’s Clean 
Water Restoration Rule does exactly 
that; following the law and the science 
of protecting clean water and providing 
regulatory certainty and stability to 
the implementation of the Clean Water 
Act. 

This resolution does the opposite. 
This resolution will not bring back the 
previous administration’s Navigable 
Waters Protection Rule, which re-
moved Federal protections on roughly 
half of the Nation’s wetlands and 70 
percent of its rivers and streams. 

That rule was rightly rejected by a 
Federal court in 2021, as ‘‘fundamen-
tally flawed’’ and likely to cause ‘‘seri-

ous environmental harm’’ every day it 
remained in effect. It is off the table 
entirely. 

This resolution before us today will 
also not eliminate the use of the ‘‘sig-
nificant nexus’’ test because that test 
was mandated by the U.S. Supreme 
Court. It has been in effect since the 
Bush administration and remains in 
place today. 

b 1245 

However, this resolution will ad-
versely impact farmers, ranchers, and 
developers by creating regulatory 
chaos and eliminating important ex-
clusions that have been codified in the 
new rule to help water-dependent busi-
nesses and farmers to understand and 
comply with the law. 

Now, despite fear-mongering on this 
issue, the truth is simple. The Biden 
proposal will have no impact on the av-
erage family farmer in this country. 
Why? That is because farmers are, by 
law, largely exempt from the Clean 
Water Act permitting requirements 
where less than 1 percent of all annual 
wetlands permits relate to agricultural 
activities nationwide. 

Therefore, if your farm is engaged in 
normal farming, forestry, and ranching 
activity, or undertakes the construc-
tion or maintenance of a farm, stock 
pond, or irrigation ditch, you are ex-
empt from the permitting require-
ments of the act, and the current pro-
posal does not change that exemption. 

Finally, for those waiting to see 
whether the Supreme Court will some-
how fix this issue in the upcoming 
Sackett case, this resolution will actu-
ally hinder the ability of the Corps and 
the EPA to respond to the Supreme 
Court’s potential recommendations 
later this year. 

That is why this resolution before us 
makes no sense. It would invalidate the 
Biden rule and all the clarifications 
and exceptions for business it contains 
in favor of a similarly structured but 
much less clear regulatory framework. 
That is a recipe for uncertainty, legal 
battles, and continued gridlock, the op-
posite of what proponents say they are 
looking for. It would also tie the hands 
of Federal agencies seeking to help in-
dividuals comply with the law, unless 
Congress acts again. 

This shortsighted action will lessen, 
not increase, certainty. It is a big mis-
take. I support the administration’s ef-
forts to efficiently implement the crit-
ical water infrastructure investments 
included in the BIL so we can begin to 
realize the public health, economic, 
and environmental benefits that come 
with clean water. 

This resolution represents a giant 
step backward for clean water, in-
creases uncertainty for farmers, home-
builders, roadbuilders, and all Amer-
ican families, and doubles down on the 
infighting and chaos. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing H.J. Res. 27 and move to-
gether toward a future with predict-
ability for those that need it and clean 

water for communities that cannot 
survive without it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. ROUZER), the 
cosponsor of the resolution. 

Mr. ROUZER. Mr. Speaker, I will 
note that you are exempt until you are 
not exempt. 

I rise in support of H.J. Res. 27. This 
is a very important and crucial resolu-
tion that we pass. There is no greater 
example of bureaucratic overreach 
under the Clean Water Act than the 
longstanding regulatory ordeal of un-
derstanding and complying with the 
definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States,’’ or WOTUS, as we call it. 

Despite the benefits of the Clean 
Water Act, its history has been 
wrought with the tortured past stem-
ming from regulatory headaches and 
overreach from bureaucrats, all be-
cause Congress never defined what a 
‘‘navigable water’’ is. Many times, this 
combination has led to uncertainty for 
individuals and the more formally reg-
ulated communities. 

The reality is, this resolution is only 
necessary because of the Biden admin-
istration’s decision to publish a new 
definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States’’ under the Clean Water Act. It 
is very important that Congress en-
sures this overreaching definition has 
no force. 

Now, in my mind, regulations should 
carry out the intent of the law in a 
simple, easily understood, and trans-
parent manner, leaving no wiggle room 
for any bureaucrat to substitute their 
own biases and hijack the process. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case with 
this new WOTUS rule. 

Put simply, this rule is the equiva-
lent of a nuclear warhead aimed right 
at our farmers, communities, home-
builders, roadbuilders, and private 
property owners, among many others. 
The ramifications of its implementa-
tion will be far and wide, affecting the 
prosperity and economic opportunity 
of all Americans. As of March 20, that 
nuclear warhead is going to be 
launched. 

Once the Federal Government has 
complete control over the definition of 
a ‘‘water,’’ because of an arbitrary and 
ambiguous definition, it will then have 
control over everything else that is ap-
plied to the land, whether it be applica-
tion of pesticides or herbicides or the 
building of a fence or a shed or any-
thing else. 

A farmer, homeowner, or any other 
property owner could be prosecuted for 
these simple and customary actions be-
cause a bureaucrat decides that what 
they have done affects a ‘‘navigable 
water.’’ 

So let’s be clear. Ambiguity and sub-
jectivity enshrined by an environ-
mental rule are no friends of freedom, 
the production of food or other goods, 
or prosperity. 

Despite what supporters of the Biden 
WOTUS rule say, it will do nothing to 
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bring forth certainty and consistency, 
except for the trial lawyers and radical 
environmentalists who are most cer-
tainly consistent and persistent in 
their work to use the executive and ju-
dicial branches of government to essen-
tially halt the work of, and extort 
from, those who produce. 

I am proud to cosponsor and support 
this legislation, Mr. Speaker. I encour-
age my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New Mexico (Ms. 
STANSBURY). 

Ms. STANSBURY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today as a proud daughter of New Mex-
ico, as a water resources professional, 
and as a defender of the most basic ele-
ment that we need to survive, which is 
water. 

In New Mexico, water is life, water is 
sacred, water is culture, and water is 
fundamental to everything that we do 
and everything that we are. 

For years, our State and our country 
and our communities have ridden the 
roller coaster of regulatory rollbacks 
on the Clean Water Act, but I never 
could have imagined that in the year 
2023, we would be voting on a bill to gut 
the rule that protects our streams and 
rivers and our right to have clean 
water. 

In 2023, just weeks ago, a train derail-
ment in East Palestine sent toxic 
smoke into the atmosphere, and people 
were afraid to turn on their taps and 
drink the water. The American people 
want clean water. Yet, here we are, 
weeks later, being forced to take a vote 
on a bill that would gut a fundamental 
rule in how the Clean Water Act actu-
ally saves our lives. 

Water is the most basic element for 
how we survive as a species. The Clean 
Water Act was passed because rivers 
were on fire. In fact, in some of the dis-
tricts of our Members—who are actu-
ally sponsoring this bill—toxic waste 
and sewage was filling the waterways 
of these very districts, where children 
were being poisoned by toxins that 
were being put in the rivers. Yet, here 
we are voting for a measure that would 
leave massive swaths of our waterways 
exposed, particularly in New Mexico. 
We are talking about raw sewage, farm 
waste, and chemicals being dumped in 
our arroyos and our wetlands. 

Let me ask the American people: Is 
this what you want this body to be 
working on, gutting the most basic 
foundation of the protection of our 
public health and our environment? 
No, the American people want clean 
water. They want us to protect our 
streams and rivers. They want us to 
protect our farmers and ranchers. They 
want us to protect their families and 
their children. 

We cannot go back decades, as this 
measure would take us back, and we 
cannot gut this fundamental, under-
lying environmental law that protects 
the health and safety of our commu-
nities. 

So wherever you live, whoever you 
represent, whatever you fight for, 
know what this bill is actually about. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote with clean water and vote against 
this measure. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS), the chair-
man of the Small Business Committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the resolution to 
repeal the Biden administration’s 
waters of the United States rule. 

Since President Biden was sworn into 
office, the regulatory actions of his ad-
ministration have cost the private sec-
tor nearly $360 billion in compliance 
costs and an estimated 220 million 
man-hours in new paperwork require-
ments. Later this month, when this 
rule is finalized, these numbers will get 
even higher. 

Yesterday, the Committee on Small 
Business held a hearing to speak di-
rectly with the people who are going to 
be affected by this damaging regula-
tion. We heard from Ms. Katherine 
English of Florida, who became a water 
attorney to ensure her family farm 
that has been in operation for over 100 
years, could continue to thrive. She 
told us that this rule is so complicated 
that she will not know if even simple 
land adjustments on her own private 
property would open her up to fines 
from the Federal Government. 

We also heard from Mr. Frank Mur-
phy, from the great State of Texas, 
who develops real estate. He shared 
that this new rule will cause him to 
spend hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in redundant environmental reviews 
and could delay many projects indefi-
nitely. 

For any business, certainty is key, 
and unfortunately, this rule is leaving 
many people in the dark on if they will 
be in compliance with the new regula-
tions. 

I support this resolution because it is 
giving a voice to the small businesses 
that have been ignored by the 
unelected bureaucrats at the EPA and 
Army Corps of Engineers. That is why 
this resolution is supported by over 100 
business groups. Congress must act and 
listen to the voices of Main Street 
America on how this regulation will 
kill jobs and damage the American 
economy. 

In God we trust. 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I include in the RECORD a list 
of 91 organizations in opposition to 
H.J. Res. 27 and an open letter to Con-
gress from the Environmental Protec-
tion Network in opposition to H.J. Res. 
27. 
ORGANIZATIONS IN OPPOSITION TO H.J. RES. 27, 

RESOLUTION OF DISAPPROVAL OF BIDEN 
CLEAN WATER RESTORATION RULE 
350.org, A Community Voice, Alabama Riv-

ers Alliance, Alaska Community Action on 
Toxics, Alliance for the Great Lakes, Alli-
ance of Nurses for Healthy Environments, 
American Geophysical Union, American Pub-
lic Health Association, American Rivers, 
American Sustainable Business Network, 

Amigos Bravos, Anthropocene Alliance, Ap-
palachian Trail Conservancy, Associación de 
Residentes de La Margaita, Inc., Atchafalaya 
Basinkeeper, Black Millennials 4 Flint, 
Cahaba River Society, California Environ-
mental Voters, Center for Biological Diver-
sity, Center for Environmental Trans-
formation, Chesapeake Bay Foundation, 
Children’s Environmental Health Network, 
Clean Water Action. 

Clean, Healthy, Educated, Safe & Sustain-
able Community, Inc., Coalition for Wet-
lands and Forests, Committee on the Middle 
Fork Vermilion River, Community In-Power 
and Development Association Inc. (CIDA 
Inc.), Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 
Concerned Citizens of Cook County (Geor-
gia), Conservation Alabama, Earthjustice, 
Environment America, Environment Texas, 
Environmental Law & Policy Center, Envi-
ronmental Working Group, For Love of 
Water (FLOW), FreshWater Accountability 
Project, Freshwater Future, Friends of 
Buckingham, Friends of the Mississippi 
River, Gila Resources Information Project, 
Greater Edwards Aquifer Alliance, Greater 
Neighborhood Alliance of Jersey City, NJ, 
GreenLatinos, Groundswell Charleston SC. 

Gullah/Geechee Sea Island Coalition, 
Healthy Gulf, Hispanic Federation, Idaho 
Rivers United, Illinois Council of Trout Un-
limited, Izaak Walton League of America, 
Lake Pepin Legacy Alliance, Lawyers for 
Good Government (L4GG), League of Con-
servation Voters, Lynn Canal Conservation, 
Maine Conservation Voters, Malach Con-
sulting, Michigan League of Conservation 
Voters, Milton’s Concerned Citizens, Mis-
sissippi River Collaborative, Missouri Con-
fluence Waterkeeper, Montana Conservation 
Voters, MS Communities United for Pros-
perity (MCUP), National Parks Conservation 
Association, National Wildlife Federation, 
Natural Heritage Institute, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, NC League of Con-
servation Voters. 

New Mexico Climate Justice, New Mexico 
Environmental Law Center, New York 
League of Conservation Voters, Northeastern 
Minnesotans for Wilderness, Ohio River 
Foundation, Patagonia Area Resource Alli-
ance, PES, Rapid Creek Watershed Action, 
Renewal of Life Trust, River Network, Save 
the Illinois River, Inc., STIR, Serene Wildlife 
Sanctuary LLC, Sierra Club, Southern Envi-
ronmental Law Center, Surfrider Founda-
tion, The Clinch Coalition, The Water Col-
laborative of Greater New Orleans, Tookany/ 
Tacony-Frankford Watershed Partnership, 
Virginia League of Conservation Voters, 
Washington Conservation Action, 
Waterkeepers Chesapeake, Weequahic Park 
Association, Winyah Rivers Alliance. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION NETWORK, 
March 2, 2023. 

OPEN LETTER TO CONGRESS ON CONGRES-
SIONAL REVIEW OF THE WATERS OF THE 
UNITED STATES RULE 
DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: As alumni of 

the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), we are writing to share our perspec-
tives on congressional review of the Clean 
Water Act ‘‘Waters of the United States’’ 
rule. The Environmental Protection Net-
work (EPN) taps the bipartisan expertise of 
more than 550 former EPA staff who volun-
teer their unique perspectives as scientists 
and former regulators, permit issuers, and 
grant providers with decades of historical 
knowledge and subject matter expertise. 
A CONSTRUCTIVE FRAMEWORK FOR ASSESSING 

EPA RULES USING THE CONGRESSIONAL RE-
VIEW ACT 
Congress has an important responsibility 

to ensure that EPA and other federal agen-
cies are faithful to congressional intent 
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when issuing rules. Congress’ congressional 
review responsibilities are laid out in law, 
commonly referred to as the ‘‘Congressional 
Review Act’’ (CRA). 

Rulemaking, when done appropriately, is a 
methodical process built upon deep under-
standing of complex and technical informa-
tion and informed by a wide range of stake-
holders with different perspectives. The bi-
partisan drafters of the CRA recognized the 
vital roles agencies play in implementing 
laws, and they strove to strike a balance be-
tween ‘‘reclaiming for Congress some of its 
policymaking authority, without at the 
same time requiring Congress to become a 
super regulatory agency.’’ 

The drafters of the CRA shined a light on 
how to navigate this balance, recommending 
that Congress intervene where rules are 
‘‘surprisingly different from the expectations 
of Congress or the public.’’ 

In addition to avoiding taking on the role 
of ‘‘super regulatory agency,’’ Congress must 
consider the full ramifications of a resolu-
tion of disapproval, which prohibits agencies 
from taking substantially similar action. 
The CRA acts like a sledgehammer, not a 
scalpel. A CRA disapproval resolution can 
leave a chaotic tangle of regulatory uncer-
tainty and confusion in its wake, resulting 
in significant harm to the public, regulated 
entities, and the environment. According to 
the Congressional Research Service, Con-
gressional disapproval: 

‘‘creates uncertainty and could restrict the 
agency’s ability to act going forward. This 
can potentially create a difficult situation 
for an agency if Congress uses the CRA to 
disapprove rules that were specifically re-
quired by law . . .’’ 

Historically, members of Congress from 
both parties have cited the ‘‘bluntness’’ of 
the CRA tool as the reason they rejected 
congressional disapproval even when they 
did not agree with the underlying rule. 

EPN suggests a constructive framework of 
four key questions that Congress should con-
sider when determining whether a rule is 
‘‘surprisingly different from the expectations 
of Congress,’’ without venturing into the ter-
ritory of becoming a ‘‘super regulatory agen-
cy’’: 

1. Follow the Law: Did the agency follow 
the law, as directed by Congress and the 
courts? 

2. Follow the Science: Did the agency fol-
low the science, including adequately ex-
plaining its factual basis and reasoning? 

3. Listen to Stakeholders: Did the agency 
meaningfully engage with and respond to all 
major stakeholders, taking different perspec-
tives meaningfully into account? 

4. Do No Harm: Would congressional dis-
approval worsen or improve outcomes for 
public health, the environment, and stake-
holders, including regulated entities? 

In pursuing this framework, members of 
Congress can provide meaningful oversight 
of actions, while minimizing the harm cre-
ated by the CRA. In today’s climate, with 
cyclical swings of the political pendulum, 
there is already significant regulatory whip-
lash and chaos. Congress should do every-
thing in its power to lessen this confusion, 
not add to it. 
APPLYING THE FRAMEWORK TO THE WATERS OF 

THE UNITED STATES RULE 
EPN believes that Congress should support 

the ‘‘Revised Definition of ‘Waters of the 
United States’ ’’ rule published by EPA and 
the Army Corps of Engineers on January 18, 
2023. This rule protects waters that are crit-
ical to the health and welfare of the Amer-
ican people. The rule is not ‘‘surprisingly dif-
ferent from the expectations of Congress or 
the public.’’ In fact, the rule conforms to the 
Supreme Court’s instructions and largely re-

verts to the long-existing rule that pre-dates 
the regulatory confusion that has prevailed 
for too long. 

Further, a congressional resolution of dis-
approval in this case risks a prolonged and 
perhaps permanent state of regulatory con-
fusion that will create more uncertainty for 
landowners and others who deserve clear an-
swers on how to comply with the Clean 
Water Act. 

A thoughtful exploration of the four fram-
ing CRA questions we pose above will dem-
onstrate that EPA has in fact done its job 
and done it well. 

(1) EPA Followed the Law: The rule is con-
sistent with the objectives of the federal 
Clean Water Act to ‘‘restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical, and biological integ-
rity of the nation’s waters,’’ which are large-
ly interconnected and which flow over and 
between state lines. The agencies are inter-
preting ‘‘waters of the United States’’ to 
mean the waters defined by the familiar pre- 
2015 regulations, with amendments to reflect 
the agencies’ determination of the statutory 
limits on the scope informed by Supreme 
Court precedent, the best available science, 
and the agencies’ experience and technical 
expertise. In response to both the case law 
and the science, the 2023 rule only includes 
upstream waters and wetlands as waters of 
the U.S. when they significantly affect the 
integrity of waters for which federal interest 
is indisputable (traditional navigable waters, 
territorial seas, and interstate waters). 

EPA has also clearly recognized Supreme 
Court precedent, which, of course, could 
change with the expected decision in Sackett 
v. United States. 

(2) EPA Followed the Science: The agency 
incorporates well-established science and 
protects waters that are critical to the 
health and welfare of the American people, 
particularly given the extreme weather chal-
lenges from climate change and the dis-
proportionate impact on environmental jus-
tice communities. For the first time, the 2023 
rule provides a detailed definition of the 
functions that must be assessed and the spe-
cific factors that must be considered in de-
termining whether a water has a significant 
nexus to a water for which federal interest is 
indisputable. This definition is well sup-
ported by scientific evidence and is con-
sistent with the factors the Supreme Court 
recently identified as critical for deter-
mining whether a discharge is jurisdictional 
in Country of Maui, Hawaii v. Hawaii Wild-
life Fund. 

(3) EPA Responded to Stakeholders Con-
cerns: EPA is to be commended on a particu-
larly thorough and far-reaching stakeholder 
engagement process, ultimately choosing a 
middle road that supports public health, en-
vironmental protection, agricultural activ-
ity, and economic growth. It covers less than 
the Obama administration proposed in 2015 
but more than the Trump administration’s 
rule. The agency conducted regional 
roundtables throughout the country, as well 
as solicited input from small businesses, 
tribes, and the public through multiple chan-
nels. In response to farmers concerns, the 
2023 rule expands the number of waters ex-
empted from CWA jurisdiction, exempting 
certain types of ditches, irrigated areas, 
farm ponds, and water-filled depressions in 
dry land, and erosional features such as gul-
lies and rills. 

(4) Congressional Disapproval Would Cre-
ate a Chaotic Mess: A congressional vote of 
disapproval would create prolonged uncer-
tainty and confusion for stakeholders that 
need to know what waters are protected by 
the Clean Water Act. Such an action would 
also endanger the drinking water, fisheries, 
and flood control for communities through-
out the nation. 

Congress should support this rulemaking 
process as it moves through the courts, and 
refrain from adding more confusion to the 
situation. Allowing EPA and the Army Corps 
to complete their job as defined in the law 
and overseen by the courts will create the 
kind of clarity stakeholders need. 

We are happy to make EPN experts avail-
able to you to discuss this further. 

Sincerely, 
MICHELLE ROOS, 

Executive Director, 
Environmental Protection Network. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO), the ranking member of 
the Water Resources and Environment 
Subcommittee. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in very strong opposition to this 
resolution of disapproval. 

Clean water was not always a par-
tisan issue, and no issue has more sup-
port among American families than the 
protection of our Nation’s waters. Now 
is the worst time to lower our guard on 
protecting clean water as over half of 
the United States is experiencing 
drought conditions. Even though we 
have had rain, we are still in drought 
conditions. We need to be doing every-
thing to ensure our cities, our busi-
nesses, and our farmers have sufficient, 
safe, and sustainable supplies of water 
to meet our economic and agricultural 
needs, our quality-of-life needs, and our 
day-to-day survival. 

This is especially true in my home 
State of California. As the Metropoli-
tan Water District, the biggest in the 
area, commented at our subcommittee 
last month, the definition of WOTUS is 
central to the Clean Water Act’s imple-
mentation and has significant implica-
tions for water agencies’ day-to-day op-
erations and for water source protec-
tion efforts. 

That is why I support the efforts of 
the Biden administration to perma-
nently repeal the previous administra-
tion’s dirty water rule, a rule that 
eliminated Federal protections on a 
minimum of 75 percent of streams and 
wetlands that have been protected by 
the act since its inception. 

These waters and the wetlands are 
critical to capturing and storing rain 
and snowmelt to ensure the long-term 
supply of water and recharge our un-
derground water aquifers. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot understand 
how this resolution, which seeks to un-
dermine and confuse agency efforts to 
protect our clean water, makes any 
sense to my constituents who are al-
ready making sacrifices to protect our 
local waters. 

This resolution would increase levels 
of pollution in our waterbodies, in-
crease risk of downstream flooding, 
and make it harder for communities 
like mine to maintain sustainable 
sources of drinking water. 

Worst of all, hardworking American 
families would have to pay for the hor-
rible impacts of this resolution. The 
Biden rule provided the best available 
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option to balance the need for protec-
tion of waters with the desire for famil-
iarity and workability within the con-
straints of the law and interpretations 
of the Supreme Court. This resolution 
achieves none of those outcomes and is 
only more likely to make it worse, not 
better. 

Mr. Speaker, I very strongly oppose 
the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
a Statement of Administration Policy 
from the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent on H.J. Res. 27, providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the 
rule submitted by the Department of 
the Army, Corps of Engineers, Depart-
ment of Defense and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency relating to 
‘‘Revised Definition of ‘Waters of the 
United States.’ ’’ 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.J. RES. 27—PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL UNDER CHAPTER 8 OF TITLE 5, 
UNITED STATES CODE, OF THE RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY RELATING TO ‘‘REVISED DEFINITION 
OF ‘WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES’ ’’—REP. 
GRAVES, R–MO, AND 170 COSPONSORS 

The Administration strongly opposes pas-
sage of H.J. Res. 27, a joint resolution to dis-
approve ‘‘Revised Definition of ‘Waters of 
the United States’ ’’ (‘‘final rule’’). The final 
rule’s definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States’’ carefully sets the bounds for what 
activities are regulated by the federal gov-
ernment under the Clean Water Act. The 
final rule provides clear rules of the road 
that will help advance infrastructure 
projects, economic investments, and agricul-
tural activities—all while protecting water 
quality. The rule reestablishes critical pro-
tections for the nation’s vital water re-
sources by returning to the longstanding 1986 
regulations with appropriate updates, exclu-
sions, and streamlining clarifications. This 
pre-2015 approach to ‘‘waters of the United 
States’’ provides regulatory certainty and 
reflects the agencies’ long experience, the 
best available science, and extensive stake-
holder engagement. In comparison, H.J. Res. 
27 would leave Americans without a clear 
‘‘waters of the United States’’ definition. 
The increased uncertainty would threaten 
economic growth, including for agriculture, 
local economies, and downstream commu-
nities. Farmers would be left wondering 
whether artificially irrigated areas remain 
exempt or not. Construction crews would be 
left wondering whether their waterfilled 
gravel pits remain exempt or not. Compared 
to the kind of uncertain, fragmented, and 
watered-down regulatory system that H.J. 
Res. 27 might compel, the final rule will se-
cure substantial and valuable benefits each 
year in critical flood protections, enhanced 
water quality, and the treasured recreational 
activities—fishing, swimming, boating, and 
more—that fill the lives and livelihoods of 
tens of millions of U.S. households that de-
pend on healthy wetlands and streams. 

If Congress were to pass H.J. Res. 27, the 
President would veto it. 

b 1300 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. CRAWFORD). 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak against the Biden ad-

ministration’s extreme overreach with 
the confusing new waters of the United 
States rule published by the EPA. This 
rule removes protections put in place 
by the previous administration that 
would protect farmers, ranchers, and 
small business owners from potential 
fines and even jail time for carrying 
out common practices they have done 
for years. 

The men and women who feed Amer-
ica should not have to apply for per-
mits to simply remove debris from a 
ditch on their property or change the 
types of crops that they grow in a field. 
Yet, this is what people in my district 
in Arkansas and around the country 
will face under the new WOTUS rule. 

To top it all off, this rule is unclear, 
forcing landowners to hire additional 
help just to ensure that they are com-
plying with this ill-conceived rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
stand up to the EPA and vote to block 
this burdensome rule. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. SYKES). 

Mrs. SYKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to H.J. Res. 
27, which would nullify the rule titled: 
‘‘Revised Definition of ‘Waters of the 
United States.’ ’’ 

As the vice ranking member of the 
Water Resources and Environment 
Subcommittee, I am extremely aware 
of the crucial role clean water plays in 
the success of our Nation’s economy, 
including agriculture and energy devel-
opment, as well as the health of our 
communities. 

This resolution is the latest attempt 
to attack longstanding critical safe-
guards for clean water with an utter 
disregard for the devastating impact 
this will have on hardworking Amer-
ican families. 

In Ohio, we have had to bear the 
brunt of the reckless disregard for safe-
guards that has contaminated water 
supplies and caused irreversible harm, 
some of which we can’t even begin to 
quantify. 

My colleague aptly identified mul-
tiple issues and examples from Ohio 
that explain why it is necessary to pro-
tect our water, whether it is toxic 
chemicals from a train derailment; a 
burning lake—imagine that; or com-
promised drinking water due to algal 
blooms, which happened in northeast 
Ohio in our Great Lake, Lake Erie, 
which is a significant resource for us in 
our Ohio community. A good clean 
water source has been impacted, and 
many others across the country could 
be as well. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation unques-
tionably undermines the Clean Water 
Act, and it is unnecessary and a glar-
ing attack on future attempts to pro-
tect our Nation’s water quality. 

When a rule is undone using the Con-
gressional Review Act process, future 
administrations are prevented from 
issuing rules that are substantially the 
same, which could and very likely will 
undermine agencies in their activities 

to stop bad actors who pollute our wa-
terways. 

I understand the need for regulatory 
certainty, and I certainly want to help 
us achieve that. Whether it is to pro-
vide certainty for businesses, local gov-
ernments, State governments, farmers, 
hunters, fishers, or builders, Americans 
deserve that certainty. 

Mr. Speaker, isn’t it important to en-
sure that our constituents, including 
my constituents in Ohio’s 13th District, 
have certainty when they turn on the 
tap that they are sure they are not 
drinking toxic water that may be a 
carcinogen that will impact their 
health in the future? 

It is important that all people, re-
gardless of where they live, or their 
economic standing, creed, or color, 
have access to clean water. It is how 
we put people above politics. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to vote ‘‘no’’ em-
phatically. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), 
the chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
his leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of today’s waters of the United States, 
WOTUS, joint resolution of dis-
approval, and I stand in opposition to 
the Biden WOTUS, which is an attack 
on the Clean Water Act, an attack on 
States’ rights to have oversight over 
non-navigable waters, and an attack on 
private property rights. 

As the chairman and former ranking 
member of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, I have spent the last 2 years 
traveling to more than 40 States to 
hear directly from producers about the 
challenges they face. I was proud to be 
with Chairman GRAVES in his district, 
where we had a gathering and a hear-
ing, a listening session on this very 
topic—burdensome regulations, record 
inflation, high input costs, the 
politicization of crop protection tools, 
supply chain disruptions, and now you 
can add an egregious government land 
grab to the list. 

Make no mistake about it, this rule 
isn’t about clean water. It is about the 
Biden EPA’s appetite for power. 

America’s farmers, ranchers, and 
landowners deserve a WOTUS defini-
tion that is fair to agriculture and 
maintains the historical reach of the 
Clean Water Act, neither of which is 
accomplished by the Biden administra-
tion’s flawed rule. 

Simply recognizing longstanding ag-
riculture exemptions that have been 
too narrowly applied for decades does 
not make up for once again plunging 
our rural communities into regulatory 
ambiguity. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee Chair-
man SAM GRAVES and Water Resources 
and Environment Subcommittee Chair-
man DAVID ROUZER for leading this im-
portant effort, and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:14 Mar 10, 2023 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K09MR7.028 H09MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

12
6Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1226 March 9, 2023 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BEYER). 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting ‘‘no’’ on 
this effort to undo the EPA’s waters of 
the U.S. rule. 

EPA’s rulemaking will simply re-
store the basics of what was protected 
by law for nearly 50 years before 
Trump’s rule went into effect. It is an 
important protection to restore smart 
clean water protections. 

We need to step forward for clean 
water because over half of our rivers 
and lakes in our country are too pol-
luted for swimming, fishing, or drink-
ing. I grew up near the Potomac River, 
where it was dangerous to get into 
something that was so incredibly dirty. 

Americans are speaking up, and they 
say they want to swim and fish in their 
streams. 

This EPA rule is also a step forward 
to protect wetlands. Last month, Stan-
ford scientists showed that our country 
is responsible for more wetland loss 
and degradation than any other coun-
try. 

We need to protect the wetlands that 
we still have left. Wetlands sequester 
carbon, which helps us in our climate 
change goals. Wetlands are a habitat 
that will help us stop the biodiversity 
crisis. 

There is also a lot of talk about 
stakeholders wanting certainty in 
what waters are covered. I am on board 
with that certainty, and the new rule-
making provides just that, certainty 
for the Americans who want swim-
mable, fishable, drinkable waters and 
who want a safe climate and thriving 
biodiversity. 

I had the honor of serving on the 
Science Committee for 8 years, and we 
heard again and again that virtually 
all scientists believe that water is the 
absolutely most essential requirement 
for life. Yet, we want to gut the most 
important rule to protect our water. 

Undoing the waters of the U.S. rule is 
a step backward. For all Americans 
who want the certainty of a safe cli-
mate and clean water for the future, I 
have to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD). 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Missouri for yielding 
and for his leadership on the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.J. Res. 27, providing for congres-
sional disapproval of the Army Corps of 
Engineers’ and the EPA’s rule expand-
ing the definition of waters of the 
United States. 

This rule is one of the latest exam-
ples of regulatory overreach that the 
Biden administration has chosen to 
pursue, ignoring Congress’ role in mak-
ing policy decisions and vastly increas-
ing Federal authority over private 
lands. 

Expanding the WOTUS definition cre-
ates harmful uncertainty and increased 

administrative burdens for many parts 
of our economy, especially our farmers 
and agriculture sector. 

On top of having to endure the effects 
of high inflation, supply chain disrup-
tions, and labor shortages, farmers in 
my district and across the country now 
have to invest more time and money on 
compliance costs to protect themselves 
against potentially crippling legal pen-
alties. 

Between President Biden’s attempts 
to repeal stepped-up basis, the SEC’s 
onerous ESG proposal, and now this 
WOTUS rule issued by the Army Corps 
of Engineers and EPA, it is clear that 
family farms and small businesses are 
not being prioritized or heard by this 
administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield an additional 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, as the 
Representative of one of the largest 
corn- and soybean-producing districts 
in the country, I understand the impor-
tance our farmers have in feeding our 
Nation and the world. Our farm econ-
omy is the lifeblood of rural commu-
nities, and this resolution is a nec-
essary first step in supporting our 
farmers and small businesses. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
resolution. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to this resolution. 

For 50 years, the Clean Water Act has 
safeguarded our rivers, streams, and 
wetlands from pollution and degrada-
tion. Before the passage of the Clean 
Water Act in 1972, New York City 
dumped millions of gallons of raw sew-
age and trash into the East River every 
day. Today, thanks to the CWA, we 
have made significant progress clean-
ing up the East River and the Hudson, 
so much so that marine life, like the 
humpback whale and dolphins, have 
been spotted in recent years. 

This environmental progress is not 
unique to New York. Communities 
across the country have experienced 
the benefits of cleaner water, but the 
advantages of the CWA aren’t limited 
to the environment. The law has also 
helped our economy. 

Yesterday, during a Small Business 
Committee hearing on this topic, the 
owner of a South Carolina seafood com-
pany testified on the fundamental im-
portance of clean water to his business. 
Robust Federal protection for clean 
water is a prerequisite for the success 
of businesses in a range of industries 
all across our country. 

Despite this, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle want to allow in-
dustries to pollute our waters while 
shifting the cost of pollution to fami-
lies, businesses, and communities 
downstream. They want to continue 
Trump administration policies that 

significantly limited Federal protec-
tions for clean water by excluding safe-
guards for many wetlands and streams. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. VAN ORDEN). 

Mr. VAN ORDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to the Biden 
administration’s rule defining the 
waters of the United States, or 
WOTUS. 

I am not going to mince words. These 
proposed changes would be more aptly 
named ‘‘WOKEUS,’’ as they are con-
fusing, partially nonsensical, not based 
in science, and will cause many unin-
tended consequences that the Biden ad-
ministration has clearly not con-
templated. 

Under this new rule, over 85 percent 
of the waterways in Wisconsin’s Third 
District would be subject to EPA regu-
lation. In many places, these rule 
changes will actually harm the envi-
ronment, as many of the farmers in my 
district are pioneers in environmental 
stewardship. 

They have dug retention ponds that 
collect agricultural runoff, and then 
the nitrates and phosphates settle to 
the bottom. They recycle the water 
and these important nutrients, which 
actually lowers the costs and prevents 
them from entering the watersheds in 
the Mississippi River. 

If this ‘‘WOKEUS’’ goes into effect, 
these revolutionary farming practices 
will stop and these agricultural by-
products will wind up in our actual 
navigable waterways. Then what will 
the Biden administration propose 
doing? Fining our farmers, putting 
them out of business, and increasing 
the food costs that are already out of 
control due to the out-of-control spend-
ing of the Biden administration. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand with the farm-
ers, and they stand in support of the 
CRA. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to stand with them. 

b 1315 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire how much time is re-
maining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 20 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Wash-
ington has 13 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Wyoming (Ms. HAGEMAN). 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the House resolution. 

As a water attorney and a natural re-
source attorney, I have fought for over 
25 years to protect water and property 
rights and to stop the unlawful rules 
enacted by our Federal Government. In 
Congress I am continuing that fight. 

The Feds have far exceeded their au-
thority under the Clean Water Act and 
have expanded on the scope and intent 
of the original law by redefining what 
is a navigable water of the United 
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States. This rescinds the recent 
changes made under the Trump admin-
istration that actually carried out the 
intent of the Clean Water Act, and the 
increasing regulation of both land and 
waters must be stopped. 

In many instances, these new and pu-
nitive regulations are a de facto taking 
of private property. Wyoming farmers, 
ranchers, builders, energy producers, 
and small business owners, among oth-
ers across the State, would suffer sig-
nificantly if these changes to the navi-
gable waters of the United States defi-
nition were enacted. 

This is just one more example of an 
out-of-control and unelected Wash-
ington bureaucracy intruding into our 
personal lives and seeking to destroy 
our property rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support today’s disapproval vote and 
protect Americans from the ridiculous 
government overreach these WOTUS 
revisions would enable. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY). 

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman GRAVES for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a case of no good 
deed goes unpunished. 

Now, the ranking member, a good 
gentleman, and I can agree that we all 
want clean water. But this is just sim-
ply a Federal Government overreach. 
That is all it is. And, oh, by the way, I 
will remind everybody that it is only 2 
months ago my friends on the other 
side of the aisle controlled this body, 
the other body, and the Presidency. 

If they wanted to pass a law, then 
why didn’t they? 

It is because they can’t pass a law. 
This isn’t about the Clean Water Act 

because the Clean Water Act still ex-
ists. This is about a rule made by bu-
reaucrats down the street to control 
the water in your backyard. 

Mr. Speaker, if you have a child’s 
swing set where they have hollowed 
out underneath the swing set, don’t 
you dare fill it in, otherwise severe 
penalties—criminal imprisonment—can 
be imposed on you. 

This is absolutely outrageous, unnec-
essary, and must be stopped. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I just want to make a note that the 
argument that this is like a taking 
does not hold any water—excuse the 
pun—because a 1992 case in the Su-
preme Court determined that rules like 
this actually do not qualify as a taking 
under the U.S. Constitution or under 
U.S. law. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DUARTE). 

Mr. DUARTE. We need to protect 
wetlands, and we need to protect the 
clean water supply we enjoy here in 
America. 

The Supreme Court has been dealing 
with this for years, and if we don’t get 
it right here and keep the agencies 
honest, we are going to have real food 
shortages on our hands. 

I am a farmer who was prosecuted 
under the Clean Water Act for growing 
wheat in a wheat field where I had 
planted wheat many times before. 

This right here—I want to make sure 
the whole Chamber can see it—look 
hard. This little light spot in the field 
is a jurisdictional wetland under some 
definitions of the Clean Water Act. 
That is not a navigable water. There 
are no frogs, no fish, no storks, no 
egrets, and no water. 

Under the Biden rule, the sur-
rounding grasslands—all the sur-
rounding grasslands there, not the 
electrical tower in the back, that has 
other regulatory problems—those are 
jurisdictional wetlands under the Biden 
rule. 

They prosecuted me as a farmer for 
farming wheat in a wheat field which 
had been farmed many, many times be-
fore, and they threatened to fine me $28 
to $40 million for tilling through 22 
acres of wetlands such as this across a 
450-acre wheat field. 

This is what we are talking about. 
We don’t have to talk about burning 
rivers or poisonous water. This is the 
land grab, this is the authority, and 
this is the threat to the American food 
system that we are talking about. 

Right over there, that is a govern-
ment expert team paid for by your De-
partment of Justice—our Department 
of Justice—sitting in a 3-foot hole in-
vestigating my 4- to 7-inch tillage 
through a vernal pool. Ten government 
investigators were on my property for 
10 days producing over a $1-million re-
port. 

The smallest of these wetlands—of 
these vernal pools—was 16 square feet. 
Think of the card table you may have 
sat at as a kid during Thanksgiving, 
Mr. Speaker. That was deemed a juris-
dictional wetland. 

This is a direct attack on our farm-
ing and our food supply. Please don’t 
understand it as anything different. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume just to go back to an ar-
gument a previous speaker made about 
the Democrats having the majority in 
the House, the Senate, and the Presi-
dency. 

It also should be on the RECORD that 
the other side of the aisle had the ma-
jority in the House, the Senate, and 
the Presidency in 2017 and 2018 and also 
did nothing on this rule. It wasn’t im-
portant enough for them to do any-
thing. 

Then the President’s rule at the time 
moved forward, and it was tossed by 
two different courts. It was rejected by 
the courts, which leaves us in this posi-
tion where we are today of playing 
ping-pong with the waters of the U.S. 
rule. 

Our argument today is: Let’s bring 
certainty to the Clean Water Act, bring 

certainty to the waters of the U.S., re-
ject H.J. Res. 27, and move forward 
with the existing rule from the current 
administration. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LAMALFA). 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me time. 

My colleagues again are here to talk 
about something that has been over 
and over again changed with the whim 
of every administration it seems. I 
have been here 10 years, and every new 
Congress there is a different enforce-
ment. The law keeps getting changed. 
There is no certainty. 

So how are we supposed to farm and 
grow the crops that people depend on 
in this country? 

I am glad I got to follow Mr. DUARTE 
because his operation is actually in my 
district up there where that went on. 
We tried to convince them at EPA and 
Army Corps of Engineers that farming 
is a normal activity. 

I get my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle when they start talking 
about rivers on fire and things like 
that. 

This is normal farming. The way we 
are going here, we will not have these 
crops that Americans depend on, espe-
cially coming from California. 

So the definition that is being put 
forward by the Biden administration is 
something that is undoing what the 
Trump administration had trying to 
bring it back to reasonable. 

The Clean Water Act was passed in 
1972 and signed by President Nixon 
with bipartisan effort. Every 50 years 
or so we have to go back and see what 
is going on with oversight, and this 
isn’t working. It is not working at all 
because it was never intended by Con-
gress to limit farming and to take 
away the farming of food, which is 
what is going on with this act. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. MANN). 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman GRAVES for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, agricultural producers 
have been forced to operate their busi-
nesses under three different definitions 
of water in the last 10 years, and this 
most recent rule removes longstanding 
bipartisan exemptions for common 
water features like ponds and streams 
found on family farms and other pri-
vate property. 

With this vote, Congress has a golden 
opportunity to stand up not only for 
people who feed, fuel, and clothe us all, 
but also for all Americans whose busi-
nesses and private lives will be affected 
by this Big Government encroachment 
onto their property. 

While President Biden would like to 
federally regulate every small stream, 
ditch, and puddle from sea to shining 
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sea, American producers have been the 
careful custodians of their own re-
sources for centuries. They are the 
original conservationists, and their 
livelihoods already depend on their vol-
untary efforts to care for their water 
resources. 

How we vote today will speak vol-
umes. We can either tell Americans 
that we believe the Federal Govern-
ment knows best, or we can tell them 
that the Federal Government should 
get out of their way and let them do 
what they do best. I know where I 
stand. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to be clear that 
I do agree with some of the comments 
made by the previous speaker that this 
has been a ping-pong match among ad-
ministrations over the last 10 years 
where all Americans have lived under 
various definitions of this rule. 

I, too, want to end that ping-pong 
match which is why I am calling on the 
House of Representatives to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this resolution and get on with the 
certainty that the current administra-
tion’s rule provides. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WILLIAMS). 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, this picture accurately cap-
tures the administration’s definition of 
a navigable waterway. This child play-
ing with a paper boat in a puddle cre-
ated by a rainstorm would be subject 
to the almost comical definition of 
navigable waterways this bill would 
amend. 

This child’s family—if they had saved 
enough money to build their first home 
on this site with this rain puddle— 
could find themselves at the mercy of 
the impersonal, bureaucratic, and de-
liberately ambiguous rules of the EPA. 
Very quickly, this child’s family would 
be drowned by the costs, paperwork, 
and Byzantine rules of a faceless bu-
reaucracy. 

Stop using EPA bureaucrats as 
agents against the American people: 
homeowners, small business owners, 
farmers, rural communities, and many 
others. These WOTUS rules are de-
signed to give nearly unlimited power 
to EPA field agents to further control 
our delicate economy. 

Nobel Prize-winner humanitarian 
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, a victim of 
the cruel Soviet system, warned us 
with these words: ‘‘Unlimited power in 
the hands of limited people always 
leads to cruelty.’’ 

Protect American families and sup-
port this bill. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. NEWHOUSE), who 
is the chairman of the Congressional 
Western Caucus. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I am a 
third-generation hop and grape farmer 
from the State of Washington. Being a 
good steward of the environment has 
always been important to me, my fam-
ily, and my neighbors. 

For generations, farmers and ranch-
ers across the United States have un-
derstood that in order to continue 
their important job of feeding the 
world, we must work together to pro-
tect our clean water and conserve our 
most precious natural resources. 

And it has been to the great success. 
Our Nation’s agricultural community 
has voluntarily innovated over the 
years, finding ways to use significantly 
less pesticides and fertilizers to grow 
even more food. 

Yet, the administration has ignored 
all those facts and instead is coming 
after our private property rights with 
their waters of the United States rule. 

WOTUS is nothing more than a 
power grab which would impose tighter 
controls over the waters the Clean 
Water Act never intended to regulate. 

Let’s be clear: WOTUS isn’t just a 
logistical nightmare that has plagued 
landowners, businesses, farmers, ranch-
ers, and rural communities across the 
country for years; it controls what peo-
ple can build or plant in and around 
streams, ponds, and irrigation ditches 
in the middle of cropland giving the 
EPA unprecedented say over what peo-
ple can do or can’t do with their land, 
and it calls into question whether 
farmers could even begin to work their 
land. 

This impacts our food supply, our 
housing industry, and many aspects 
that have already been severely chal-
lenged by the administration’s over-
reaching policies. 

This rule is not about clean water. 
Rural communities in the West and 
across the country like central Wash-
ington are dedicated to clean water, 
and they are the ones being punished 
by the continuing legal uncertainty 
that this new final rule brings. 

As chairman of the Congressional 
Western Caucus, a bipartisan group of 
nearly 100 Members who advocate for 
property rights and clean water, I have 
consistently called on the administra-
tion to provide that certainty that we 
all want. 

In fact, we have led over 200 Members 
in a letter urging the administration to 
do just that. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this resolution, push 
back on this administration’s egre-
gious overreach, and fight for our food 
supply. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

This debate we are having today is 
only about clean water, and we need to 
put people and clean water above pollu-
tion. The administration has a rule 
that provides certainty, and we should 
move forward on that. But this debate 
is about clean water. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

b 1330 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. STAUBER). 

Mr. STAUBER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
sake of not belaboring the great points 
already made by my colleagues here 
today, I will keep this brief. 

The Biden administration’s WOTUS 
rule creates a regulatory headache for 
economic drivers like farmers, ranch-
ers, small business owners, manufac-
turers, miners, and more. Similar to 
the old Obama administration WOTUS 
rule, this new rule is a gift to lawyers 
and activists. 

All this rule does is give D.C. bureau-
crats a chance to trade in their dress 
shoes for their never-worn cowboy 
boots, step over a few puddles and call 
them navigable waters, and upend the 
lives of rural Americans. 

Time and time again, the Biden ad-
ministration creates hardships for the 
constituents I represent. Unfortu-
nately, I expect no less from this activ-
ist administration. It is clear that they 
do not consider rural America a pri-
ority. 

Mr. Speaker, I support passage of 
this CRA to nullify the 
‘‘sumbumcheous,’’ devastating Biden 
administration WOTUS rule. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I do have to address the 
comment about who cares about rural 
America. I am not making an argu-
ment today that any one party or any 
one person cares more about rural 
America. 

However, if we are going to support 
rural America, keep implementing the 
bipartisan infrastructure law, which 
puts $65 billion into broadband, includ-
ing billions of dollars to expand 
broadband into rural areas—something 
happening in my State and States 
around the country. 

Pass comprehensive immigration re-
form so there is a supply of workers in 
this country, including farmworkers. 

Open up trade agreements. Open up 
trade for agriculture, including ag in 
my State, in my own district for the 
milk producers, the potato producers, 
the raspberry and blueberry producers, 
who are exporting product all over the 
country. 

That is what it means—at least on 
my side of the State—to support rural 
America. 

I support rural America, and a lot of 
folks in this Chamber on both sides 
support our farmers and rural America. 
Let’s take action to do just that. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado (Mrs. BOEBERT). 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in favor of H.J. Res. 27. This resolution 
will overturn Joe Biden’s latest at-
tempt to expand the Federal Govern-
ment’s jurisdiction and regulate every 
aspect of our lives. 
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The decision to return to the 2015 

WOTUS rule puts burdensome regula-
tions that will devastate small busi-
nesses, manufacturers, farmers, home 
and infrastructure builders, local com-
munities, water districts, and everyday 
Americans across my district in Colo-
rado and the entire country. 

In short, the EPA’s job-killing 
WOTUS regulation expands Wash-
ington bureaucrats’ jurisdiction over 
ditches and navigable waters, threat-
ening property rights and water rights 
for our communities. Rural Colorado 
runs on water, and this unconstitu-
tional regulation will harm our way of 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague 
and chairman of the House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee, 
SAM GRAVES, for his great work to pro-
tect private water rights. We all want 
clean air, we all want clean water, and 
we know that we do it right without 
bureaucrats getting in our way. I sup-
port this legislation. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON). 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman GRAVES for his amazing lead-
ership on this important topic. 

The arrogance of liberal bureaucrats 
knows no bounds. When we think that 
they cannot go any further, they de-
cide that they can regulate the rain 
that falls from the sky. 

The waters of the U.S. regulation 
will cost our citizens, especially farm-
ers in my State of Missouri, who, on 
average, own 300 acres, which is mostly 
small farms, it will saddle them with 
red tape. 

Of course, we know why the Biden 
administration is imposing this on our 
citizens and our farmers. The adminis-
tration is not at all interested in help-
ing the average American farmer or 
supporting them. They are more inter-
ested in appealing to the radical envi-
ronmentalists that want to control our 
lives. 

Farmers have been hit hard with fuel 
costs, fertilizer costs, and supply chain 
challenges recently. The last thing 
they need is this. The EPA and the 
Army Corps of Engineers should re-
scind this rule and leave our farmers 
alone. 

Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor of this 
resolution, I fully support it and urge 
my colleagues to pass it. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MEUSER). 

Mr. MEUSER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing about the issues that farmers 
face. I have 8,000 farmers in my dis-
trict. Workforce, we hear about com-
prehensive illegal immigration reform, 
yes, indeed. But, Mr. Speaker, border 
security first. Border security first, 

then we can help our farmers and oth-
ers with comprehensive illegal immi-
gration reform. That never seems to be 
on the table. Rural broadband, abso-
lutely. We have been talking about it 
for far too long, and it is way late in 
coming. 

Mr. Speaker, this WOTUS, waters of 
the U.S., never have I heard such a 
clamor from my farmers. This is such 
an insult, and it shows just simply how 
out of touch those that would propose 
something like this are when it is re-
lated to my farmers and the farmers 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that every day 
farmers live in an uncertain climate, 
to say the least, to say it literally. The 
Biden administration’s proposal here is 
a far, far more burdensome regulation 
that will create a higher level of uncer-
tainty, increase compliance costs for 
farmers during a time that costs are 
escalating. 

This rule will literally lead to pud-
dles and ditches on farmers’ property 
being regulated under the Clean Water 
Act. Temporary puddles, temporary 
wetlands that evaporate in a few days 
they could be responsible for, very 
often when it is miles away from navi-
gable waters. 

If this rule goes into effect, small 
businesses—and landowners as well— 
will be forced to spend thousands of 
dollars on consultants and lawyers to 
determine if they need a Federal per-
mit on their own land or risk expensive 
penalties or even jail time. 

The Supreme Court will be hearing 
this case soon. They will certainly re-
verse any rule made. No WOTUS before 
SCOTUS. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I will note that in the 
current administration’s rule the agen-
cies added six additional exclusions to 
the regulatory text for generally non-
jurisdictional features under the pre- 
2015 regulatory effort and continues 
the agencies’ two longstanding exclu-
sions for wastewater treatment sys-
tems and prior converted farmland. 

In addition, the final rule continues 
the agencies’ longstanding regulatory 
definition of wetlands, as well. Now, 
that changed a longstanding definition 
of wetlands, something that again adds 
to the certainty of the rule as well as 
with the six additional exclusions cre-
ates more exclusions than in the Bush- 
era rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. BRECHEEN). 

Mr. BRECHEEN. Mr. Speaker, Arti-
cle I, Section 1 of the United States 
Constitution says that all legislative 
powers are to be vested in the Con-
gress. In the Congress, not the Presi-
dent. 

The Biden administration’s WOTUS 
rule is a perfect example of the admin-
istration usurping the authority, the 

supremacy of the United States Con-
stitution. 

This rule impacts private property, 
small business, farmers, ranchers, in-
cluding Jess Kane—I just got off the 
phone with him 20 minutes ago. Jess 
has a ranch south of Bartlesville, and 
he has about a thousand acres in a 
floodplain. He is concerned about his 
ranch and how this rule of the Presi-
dent will impact his ability to do what 
he has always done and be able to man-
age a cow-calf operation. 

Regulatory costs are a hidden tax 
and are now expected to be at least $2 
trillion, according to the Competitive 
Enterprise Institute. If you think of 
regulation as a tax, it comes out to 
more than $14,000 per family. It is a 
hidden tax, $14,000 per family, because 
of the regulatory state. 

Congress has the authority and duty 
to rein this in. We must inject common 
sense, horse sense for our farmers, 
ranchers, small businesses, and private 
property owners when the Presidency 
is going the opposite direction. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.J. Res. 27 and overturn 
the WOTUS rule. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time to close. 

Last year, this Congress came to-
gether to provide historic investments 
in our Nation’s infrastructure through 
the bipartisan infrastructure law, pro-
viding communities with almost $13 
billion in clean water infrastructure 
upgrades and creating jobs. 

These clean water investments help 
areas like Skagit County, where I am 
from, which has used the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund money to pro-
tect the water quality of Gilligan 
Creek, the drinking water source for 
many in that county. 

Every day, more and more American 
families are realizing the public health, 
economic, and environmental benefits 
of the bipartisan infrastructure law, 
benefits that will continue as addi-
tional BIL resources are made avail-
able and implemented across the coun-
try. 

The BIL is what Congress can do at 
its best. This resolution is not. 

This resolution provides no benefits 
to public health. It seeks to eliminate 
protections for rivers, streams, and 
wetlands, many of which serve as a 
source of drinking water for hundreds 
of millions of Americans. 

This resolution provides no benefits 
to our economy as a whole. It not only 
casts aside a time-tested, scientifically 
based tool to implement the Clean 
Water Act, but then further blocks the 
Corps of Engineers and the EPA from 
providing any additional clarity to 
businesses, farmers, and homebuilders 
going forward. 

In short, this resolution is a recipe 
for uncertainty, for litigation, for con-
tinued gridlock, the very things that 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle are really trying to avoid, as we 
are as well. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:14 Mar 10, 2023 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K09MR7.035 H09MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

12
6Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1230 March 9, 2023 
This resolution is a step backward 

for clean water. It is a step backward 
for certainty. I urge my colleagues to 
see this resolution for what it is. It is 
not for clean water. It is an attack on 
our clean water future. It fails to pro-
vide clarity. It fails to provide consist-
ency for our businesses, our farmers, 
and for many in our communities who 
rely on clean water who are not busi-
nesses, who are not farmers, who are 
not ranchers. Many of those folks look 
to Congress to ensure clean water, as 
well. 

Mr. Speaker, I am urging my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res. 27, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, while the 
Clean Water Act has greatly improved 
the health of our Nation’s waters, ex-
pansive interpretations of it have also 
led to a whole lot of uncertainty in the 
50 years since it was passed, specifi-
cally when it comes to the definition of 
WOTUS. 

Mr. Speaker, the Biden administra-
tion may think that they can get away 
with this overbearing WOTUS rule and 
dramatic, dramatic expansion of Fed-
eral authority, but we have to ensure 
that everyday Americans are not sub-
ject to this outrageous government 
power grab, and that is what it is. 

Let’s keep flawed Federal overreach 
out of the government by passing H.J. 
Res. 27. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the 
resolution, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, serving in 
Ohio’s 9th district, and as the leading Demo-
crat and Ranking Member on the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Energy and Water De-
velopment, I am keenly aware that clean and 
abundant water resources are vital for the suc-
cess of our nation’s economy and the health 
of our communities. The Great Lakes region 
which I proudly represent and champion pro-
vides drinking water for more than 40 million 
people and supports a $6 trillion economy. Be-
fore us is H.J. Res. 27, another desperate at-
tempt to weaken the Clean Water Act. After 
decades of reckless pollution, a fire on the 
Cuyahoga River in Cleveland, OH helped 
spark an environmental movement that 
brought us to the passage of the visionary 
Clean Water Act in 1972. The 50-year legacy 
of the CWA is a testament to the power of bi-
partisan legislation that prioritizes people and 
communities. If successful, H.J. Res. 27. 
would return us to a patchwork strategy of 
water management that existed prior to 1972. 

H.J. Res. 27 is yet another example of par-
tisan politics that do nothing for constituents in 
my district in Toledo and along Lake Erie—or 
our neighbors throughout the Great Lakes re-
gion. Instead, this resolution undermines long- 
standing guidance that protects our waters. 
This resolution eliminates existing clarity and 
certainty that businesses, developers, and 
farmers rely on, and it creates the opportunity 
for our waterways to return to serving only as 
waste receptacles. Even with a strong Clean 
Water Act, much remains to be done to en-

sure clean drinking water for all; the 2014 To-
ledo water crisis was the direct result of toxins 
in the water. Further eroding our ability to pro-
tect our waters is a disservice to everyone. 
Today, I will vote no on H.J. Res. 27 because 
protecting our Great Lakes is a priority, and I 
strongly encourage my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to do the same, so that our 
waterways can be protected for future genera-
tions to come. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition of H.J. Res. 27, which would roll back 
important clean water protections. 

Colleagues, for over 50 years, the Clean 
Water Act has served as an essential pollution 
prevention tool and helped us clean up our 
nation’s streams, rivers, lakes, and wetlands. 

Clean water is a human right. And it is our 
shared responsibility to ensure we protect 
human health and our environment for future 
generations. Whether you live in the heartland 
near the Great Lakes, or out west near the in-
credible Colorado River, we all benefit from 
the federal protections of our waters. As one 
of the architects of the Clean Water Act, John 
Dingell, wrote and made clear the intent was 
to protect ‘‘all the ‘waters of the United 
States.’ ’’ 

Wetlands, rivers, lakes, and streams must 
be protected and due to the 2019 repeal of 
this rule, there have been hundreds of devel-
opment projects that were able to move for-
ward with limited regulation, putting our water 
systems at risk. I would like to thank the Biden 
administration for their leadership on its rule to 
establish a revised definition of the ‘‘Waters of 
the United States’’ to protect our most vital 
natural resource—water. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues to op-
pose this resolution and protect clean water 
for all Americans. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to H.J. Res. 27, which would overturn 
a recent Biden Administration regulation clari-
fying protection of America’s waters under the 
Clean Water Act. 

Communities in Minnesota and across our 
Nation need reliable access to clean water. 
Without clean water our communities don’t 
have access to safe drinking water, farmers 
can’t grow the food we eat, and our nurses 
and doctors can’t clean their hands before a 
procedure. Clean water touches every facet of 
our daily lives, and our communities cannot 
thrive without it. 

If passed, H.J. Res. 27 would block the lat-
est waters of the United States (WOTUS) rule 
issued by the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy (EPA) and the Army Corps of Engineers. 
The rule that the Biden Administration is pro-
posing would broaden definitions of waterways 
subject to protection under the Clean Water 
Act to include connected waterways such as 
wetlands. The new rule also seeks to provide 
clarity and predictability for famers and devel-
opers while protecting our nation’s water qual-
ity and supply. H.J. Res. 27 would block this 
clarified rule. 

For over 50 years, Republicans and Demo-
crats have worked together to protect and re-
store America’s waters using the authorities 
granted in the Clean Water Act. Members of 
Congress today have a responsibility to pro-
tect this important legacy. Preserving the 
health of America’s wetlands and streams is 
essential to Minnesota, a state with more than 
10,000 lakes and over 69,000 miles of river. 
Clean water touches every aspect of our daily 
lives, and Americans cannot survive without it. 

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear, H.J. Res. 27 
is an attack on clean water in communities all 
around the country. 

It should be rejected. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 199, 

the previous question is ordered on the 
joint resolution. 

The question is on engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the joint reso-
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1600 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. SELF) at 4 p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pro-
ceedings will resume on questions pre-
viously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Adoption of the motion to recommit 
on H.R. 140; 

Passage of H.R. 140, if ordered; and 
Passage of H.J. Res. 27. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Pursuant 
to clause 9 of rule XX, remaining elec-
tronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROTECTING SPEECH FROM 
GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to recommit on the bill (H.R. 140) 
to amend title 5, United States Code, 
to prohibit Federal employees from ad-
vocating for censorship of viewpoints 
in their official capacity, and for other 
purposes, offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LANDSMAN), on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion. 
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